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Abstract 
The present study investigates the social relationships within and the job performance 
of crews of mixed nationality. The aim of the study is to prove that multinational ship 
crews are a cost-effective solution to the manning issues of the shipping industry. 
Primary and secondary data have been collected and analysed for the purposes of the 
investigation. Secondary information has been extracted from official marine accident 
investigation reports and is used to demonstrate the diminishing contribution to 
accidents at sea of the issues inherent to multinational crews. To obtain maximum 
objectivity factual primary information has been collected by means of a survey. This 
information reflects the thoughts, opinions and feelings of seafarers with regard to the 
effectiveness of ethnically mixed crews and has been gathered through questionnaires. 
The analysis of the collected data reveals that the safety record of ships manned my 
crews of mixed nationality is by no means worse than that of vessels with a 
homogeneous crew. Furthermore, the discussion of the findings shows that although 
there is room for improvements mainly in the area of communication, the overall job 
performance of multinational crews is effective. 
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SECTION 1 - INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Background 
In the course of the severe recession of the 1980s shipping companies searched for 
ways to reduce their overhead expenses while at the same time retain their 
competitiveness. Flagging out along with recruitment of low-paid crew from third 
world countries was the solution that was adopted within the shipping industry world­
wide (Alderton et al. 2004). This approach affected the role of seafarers in a dramatic 
way. Competition among shipping companies, along with the sharp decrease of ship 
officers from the traditional maritime nations and the ample supply of low-cost 
mariners from third world countries, led to the prevalence of multiculturalism among 
ship crews (Theotokas et al. 2006). As a result, recruiting multinational crews has 
become one of the most distinctive features of modern shipping. In recent years, 
approximately 80% of the world merchant fleet is manned by mixed nationality crews 
(BIMCO/ISF 2005). Due to both world-wide globalisation and its own specific nature 
the maritime industry has in every aspect transcended any national boundaries. Ship 
manning is particularly influenced by this trend. However, working in multinational 
crews entails special circumstances stemming from the various understandings, 
beliefs, perceptions and habits of the representatives of different nations. These 
circumstances have a bearing on individual's behaviour and the crew as a group. They 
can lead to both positive and negative changes which in one way or another affect the 
whole organisation. Furthermore, the different cultural backgrounds of the crew could 
create problems for the safe and efficient operation of a ship. Many authors suggest 
that there is a causal relationship between ethnic and cultural differences on one hand, 
and marine accidents on the other. While it cannot be denied that ethnically mixed 
crews present problems not fount among crews of a single nationality with a common 
language, such assumptions may be regarded as too simple and precipitate. The fact 
that so many ships are crewed in this way itself refutes such conclusions (UK P&I 
Club 1999). 
1.2 Rationale 
The topic related to multinational ship manning has been discussed in great detail 
theoretically. Relevant field studies have also been carried out. Nevertheless, 
practically all research work focuses on identifying and explaining the issues inherent 
to ethnically mixed crews. At the same time the question as to why the majority of the 
world merchant fleet is manned by mixed crews remains unanswered. It is clear that 
cost could not be the only consideration and explanation for such manning strategy. If 
multinational crews were so ineffective in terms of communication and teamwork, 
then the losses from eventual accidents would by far outweigh the advantage of 
economic ship manning. Therefore, instead of focusing on problems that cannot be 
proven to exist with certainty, research should be trying to establish why 
multinational crews work so well. The present study is an attempt to fulfill this uneasy 
task. In order to do so, the following research project format has been adopted. Firstly, 
the investigation hypothesis, aim and objectives are presented in this section below. 
Secondly, Section 2 describes in detail the methods used to collect data for the 
research. Then, a thorough literature review of the topic related to multinational 
crewing is carried out in Section 3. Next, an analysis of secondary data collected from 
marine accident reports is presented in Section 4. Section 5 presents the findings from 
the analysis of primary data collected by means of a survey. And finally, conclusions 
and recommendations based on the findings are developed in Section 6. 
1.3 Hypothesis, Aim and Objectives 
Hypothesis 
The present study tests the validity of the following hypothesis: Multinational crewing 
is a cost-effective solution to the issues related to ship manning. 
Aim 
The aim of this study is to prove the above hypothesis or, in other words, to prove that 
the recruitment of seafarers from different ethnic backgrounds is a cost-effective 
solution to the issues related to ship manning. 
2 
Objectives 
In order to achieve the aim of the present investigation, the following objectives have 
been identified: 
1) To explain the rationale behind recruiting multinational ship crews. 
2) To discuss the socio-cultural issues inherent to ethnically mixed crews. 
3) To illustrate the diminishing contribution of ethnic and cultural differences 
within personnel on board ships to marine accidents. 
3
 
SECTION 2 - METHODOLOGY
 
2.1 Methodology Overview 
The research process for the proposed investigation consists of two main stages, 
namely data collection and data analysis. Primary and secondary information has been 
collected for the purposes of the research. The secondary information is of both 
qualitative and quantitative type. In order to get a general understanding of the topic 
related to multinational crewing, a thorough review of relevant literature including 
books, journal articles, and conference papers, has been carried out. Quantitative 
secondary data have been extracted from the official reports of the Marine Accident 
Investigation Branch (MAIB). The analysis of the data has been used to demonstrate 
the diminishing influence of ethnic and cultural differences as a contributory factor to 
marine accidents. To obtain maximum objectivity factual primary information has 
been collected by means of a survey. This information is of qualitative type and 
reflects the thoughts, opinions and feelings of seafarers with regard to the 
effectiveness of ethnically mixed crews. A questionnaire has been used to gather input 
from ship personnel. The format of the questionnaire is designed to obtain 
comprehensive personal information relevant to the area of research, as well as to 
reflect the relationship between socio-cultural and professional priorities of the 
respondents. The chart creation capabilities of the Microsoft Excel software have been 
used to visualise the findings of the marine accident analysis. A hybrid model unique 
to the marine environment developed by Bokhari (2004) has been employed to 
interpret the trends and tendencies from the responses to the questionnaire. Again, the 
sorting function and other capabilities of Microsoft Excel have been used to facilitate 
the data analysis. 
2.2 Accident Analysis Methodology 
The scope of analysis is accidents involving ethnic and cultural differences as a 
contributory factor. This approach automatically eliminates accidents which are 
caused by other 'human element' issues. However, incidents caused by inappropriate 
master/pilot exchange due to cultural and ethnic issues have also been included in the 
analysis. Thus the findings of the analysis demonstrate that issues inherent to 
4
 
multinational crews are not exclusive to homogenous (i.e. of single nationality) crews. 
Due to continuity and consistency considerations the methodology for the accident 
analysis is explained in detail in Section 3.1. A summary of the analysed accidents is 
given in Annex I. 
2.3 Survey Methodology 
The hypothesis to be tested has .to do with the effectiveness of crews of mixed 
nationality. Therefore, the survey population comprises all seafarers with experience 
in multinational crewing. However, due to the immense number of seamen satisfying 
the above requirement, an appropriate sampling method is needed for a fair 
representation of all the members of the population. Cluster sampling has been 
employed for the purposes of the present investigation. In cluster sampling, cases in 
the population form clusters by sharing one or some characteristics but are otherwise 
as heterogeneous as possible (Walliman 2001, p.233). Also known as area sampling, 
this method is used when the population is large and spread over a large area (ibid.). 
As seafarer population varies as to age, gender, nationality, rank, experience at sea 
and experience in a multinational crew, and operates virtually all over the world, the 
use of cluster sampling is well-founded and justified. In the case of the present study, 
the common characteristic which all members of the sample share is that they visited 
the Centre for Seafarers in Southampton, UK, at some point in August 2009 when the 
data collection for the research was being carried out. The Seafarers' Club in 
Southampton has been chosen due to logistical considerations. To ensure that each 
seaman has an equal chance to participate in the survey, the centre has been visited on 
several occasions on random days of the week and at different times of the day. 
Participation in the study has been entirely on a voluntary basis and no seafarer has 
been forced to fill in the questionnaire. As far as the number of participants is 
concerned, it is generally accepted that large samples allow for more convincing 
conclusions to be reached. However, the preference for a large size of sample must be 
balanced against the practicalities of the research resources (Walliman 2001, p.235). 
Taking into consideration the available time and the effort required to collect and 
process the responses to the questionnaire, the sample size for the survey has been set 
to 35. Most authors (for example see Walliman 2001, p.235 or Munn and Drever 
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1990, p.l6) suggest that at least 30 cases are required for even the most elementary 
kinds of analysis. 
2.4 Questionnaire Format 
The questionnaire consists of 12 multiple-choice questions. Respondents are also 
asked to indicate their nationality and gender. Avoidance of discussion on sensitive, 
offensive or controversial issues has been attempted while preparing the 
questionnaire. The questions requiring personal information have been carefully 
selected. In order to protect individual privacy and to maintain impartiality, questions 
about the names of respondents, as well as their employers, have been deliberately 
omitted. The questions are of multiple-choice type to enable quick answering and to 
facilitate processing and sorting of the responses according to their categories. Three 
of the questions have a choice for open-ended answers in case some factors had been 
left out. The questionnaire has been pre-tested on a small number of people in a pilot 
study. The piloting population consisted of 10 master level students who had been 
previously employed as seafarers and had worked in a multinational crew. The group 
of people participating in the pilot study is similar to the intended sample and that is 
why the received feedback has been extremely valuable. Many relevant remarks and 
comments on the wording, structure, contents, overall design and layout of the 
questionnaire have been made and all of these have been amended accordingly. 
The format of the questionnaire can be seen in Annex II. At the beginning of the 
questionnaire the respondents are asked to indicate their nationality and gender. This 
information is used only for determining sorting priorities when analysing the data. 
Questions from 1 to 5 have to do with personal information of the participants. They 
are expected to point out their age, rank, experience at sea, experience in a 
multinational crew, and number of nationalities they have worked with. Questions 6 
to 11 are of particular importance to the present investigation. The answers to these 
questions reflect the feelings and opinions of seafarers as to different aspects of 
working in a transnational environment such as preferred crew composition in terms 
of number of nationalities, problems of working in a multinational crew, effectiveness 
of ethnically mixed crews as opposed to homogeneous crews. Question 12 asks the 
respondents about the type(s) of ship they have worked on. The purpose of this 
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question is to reveal if there are any trends with regard to the performance of 
multinational crews depending on the ship type they are employed on. 
2.5 Hybrid Model 
A consistent study of the relationship and impact of multi-variable issues on the 
diverse seafarer population could not be displayed on two-dimensional models. 
Therefore, the indigenous 'Hybrid Model' developed by Bokhari (2004) has been 
employed in order to incorporate all variables and to display all information in one 
table. This model has been specially designed to be able to interpret all data collected 
from the completed questionnaires. Respondents' individual answers are shown in 
horizontal lines in a table. Therefore, the vertical lines, or the columns, of the table 
reveal trends and tendencies within the whole survey sample according to the 
participants' answers to each question. The Hybrid Model for the present survey can 
be seen in Annex III. To enable easier interpretation of the results each possible 
answer has been given a different numerical value and individual responses have been 
scored. The scoring is done in accordance with the following rules: 
•	 For Questions 1-8 and Question 11 anti-study answers 'A' and 'B' are given 
negative values of -1 and -0.5, respectively, while pro-study answers 'D' and 
'E' are given the positive values +0.5 and +1. The relatively neutral answer 
'C' has a value of zero. 
•	 For Question 9 the anti-study answer 'A' has a value of -1 and the pro-study 
answer 'B' has a value of +1. 
•	 As far as Question lOis concerned, participants are expected to answer it only 
if they had chosen the anti-study option 'A' for the previous Question 9. As 
respondents are allowed to choose more than one possible answer, every 
ticked off option brings a negative value of -0.5 to their overall score. 
. •	 As to Question 12, if a respondent has worked on 3 or more different types of 
ship, 1 bonus point will be added to or subtracted from their overall score 
depending on it being positive or negative. 
Thus a well-balanced mix of respondents of different age, rank and experience 
would be presented in the model by a sum total of each vertical column corresponding 
to Questions 1-5 equaling or nearing zero. However, it is preferable that these sums 
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are positive numbers which would indicate that the survey sample is dominated by 
officers (as opposed to ratings) with considerable sea service and experience in 
multinational environment and, therefore, whose opinion is of greater value for the 
purposes of the study. The vertical scoring for Questions 6, 7, 8, 9 and 11 indicates 
the overall attitude of respondents towards crews of mixed nationality. For example, a 
high positive total score for Question 8 means that most participants in the survey do 
not think that multinational environment has a detrimental effect on their performance 
at work. Reversely, a negative total score for Question 6 would indicate a prevalent 
opinion that seamen from the same nationality work better as a crew. The results from 
the scoring of the responses to the questionnaire can be seen in Annex IV. Positive 
total scores of the columns corresponding to Questions 8, 9, and 11 could be 
interpreted as increased level of acceptance, understanding and tolerance of ethnic and 
cultural issues. This also shows that the resolution of these issues is more readily 
achievable due to general consensus and convergence of positive attitudes within the 
seafaring community which is acting as a homogeneous entity transcending 
stereotypical and national boundaries (Bokhari 2004, p.18). 
2.6 Limitations 
Secondary data for the research are extracted from official reports on 
investigations carried out by the Marine Accident Investigation Branch. MAIB 
examines and investigates all types of marine accidents to or on board UK ships 
worldwide, and other ships in UK territorial waters (MAIB 2009). The secondary 
information analysis is, therefore, restricted to the accidents described above. The fact 
that a relatively small number of cases (21) have been positively identified to involve 
ethnic or cultural issues as a contributory factor is in support of the research 
hypothesis. However, analysis of accidents falling under the jurisdiction of other 
investigation authorities may reveal a somewhat different pattern. 
As far as the primary information is concerned, no sample can be exactly 
representative of a population. In order that every aspect of the diverse seafarer 
population is adequately represented, a much larger sample than the one used for the 
present study is required. However, surveying a larger sample would have been 
impracticable in view of the limited research resources available. The sample 
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analysed for the purposes of the investigation lacks representation from Africa and 
South and Latin America, as well as female participants, due to practical limitations. 
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SECTION 3 - LITERATURE REVIEW 
The general complexities arising from the management of multinational ship crews 
have been discussed and investigated more than once before. Since the year 2000, 
several studies have focused on the issue of multicultural manpower in shipping. Most 
of them were conducted in a sample of two (Asian and European) nationalities, and 
more particular, Filipinos and Danes (Knudsen 2004), Filipinos and Norwegians 
(0streng 2001), Filipinos and Greeks (Theotokos et al. 2006). Other studies examined 
the conduct of a given nationality in a multi ethnic context. For example, the 
Philippine National Maritime Polytechnic (2002) tried 'to identify the different 
problems encountered by Filipino seafarers in their relationship with the rest of the 
crew who are of other nationalities'. The Seafarers International Research Centre 
(SIRC) at Cardiff University financed a three-year project considering 'the social 
dynamics of multinational crewing aboard merchant cargo ships' (Kahveci et al. 
2002). The ship inspectors of the UK P&I Club (1999) obtained a great deal of 
information about the nationality of crews. 'Not only were the crews as a whole 
examined, but the officers and ratings were looked at separately.' Thus greater 
precision was added to the general idea of mixed nationality and its bearing on crew 
complements. The view that bi-national crews should be preferred to multi-racial 
crews was supported by the findings of the study. 
One of the most extensively discussed aspects of multinational crewing is effective 
communication or to be more precise the lack thereof. Winbow (2002) raises concern 
that 'ineffective relationships between master, crew and pilot are recurrent themes'. 
He argues that '[c]ommunication difficulties often occur in these areas due in part to 
cultural differences but also due to language barriers' (ibid.). Wang and Gu (2005) 
investigated the intercultural communication barriers and factors involved in maritime 
communication. The results from their research showed that 'linguistic competence, 
cross-cultural competence, interpersonal relationship competence, and psychological 
quality, were all indispensable and worked together to contribute to the success of 
maritime communication' (ibid.). Pyne and Koester (2005) analysed the contribution 
of 'Human Communicative Error' to a number of maritime accidents. Their study 
accentuates the structure of problems related to maritime crew communication and 
problems related to different cultures and languages. Froholdt and Knudsen (2007) 
use the findings of Pyne and Koester to examine the relationship between ineffective 
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communication and human error and its contribution to maritime accidents and 
disasters. They emphasise the need for 'more practical training in employee 
interaction and communication, in order to address the problems that can become 
human communicative errors and jeopardize safety and maritime operations' (ibid.). 
In addition, they identify different categories of issues pertinent to the different types 
of communication: between two ships, between a ship and a shore station or a port 
service, between a pilot and a ship's crew (ibid.). Horck (2008) investigates one of 
these categories, namely the challenges of culture and communication for the 
ship/port interface. The most comprehensive crew communication research project to 
date, the MARCOM Project (1999), provides 'an understanding of the significance of 
communication in the multicultural and linguistically diverse ships of today' . 
Another important aspect of managing multinational crews is dealing with the 
cultural issues that are bound to arise on board. Research carried out by Bokhari 
(2004) identified a direct contributory relationship between cultural and ethnic 
differences on one hand, and marine accidents on the other. The results of the study 
showed 'the need to address socio-cultural issues in multinational marine social 
environment for developing and sustaining safety culture and preventing consequent 
accidents and environmental pollution' (ibid.). Progoulaki (2006) argues that '[t]he 
decision to mix seafarers of different origin and the choice and preference of which 
nationality to mix, seems to be affected - besides the level of wages - by a general 
view on the adaptability or 'ability to mix' of nations to a culturally diverse 
environment'. Benton (2005) investigates the relationship between cultural 
differences and effective communication and draws attention to the fact that 'less 
emphasis has been given to "cultural literacy" and the importance of understanding 
culturally-motivated interpersonal dynamics, as they may impinge upon shipboard 
operations' . 
Several authors have explored the impact of cultural diversity on organisations. In 
particular, two Dutch anthropologists, Geert Hofstede and Fons Trompenaars, have 
been extremely influential in identifying the cultural differences between countries 
(Haberberg and Rieple 2001, p.201). Although their findings apply to a much greater 
extent to corporate behaviour, they are valid for ship crews, too. As cultural diversity 
is a distinctive feature of multinational crews, which in tum are organisations in their 
own right, the models and methods for cultural analysis developed by the above 
writers could be used in order to acquire better understanding of the social dynamics 
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within ship complements of mixed nationality. However, due to the unique social 
environment of the maritime industry, the original models need to be modified in 
order to be able to truly reflect the individual behaviour within the context of 
contemporary multinational crews. According to Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner 
(1997, p.8) '[ e]very culture distinguishes itself from others by the specific solutions it 
chooses to certain problems which reveal themselves as dilemmas'. They conclude 
that 'national differences in value orientations are a major source of cultural diversity' 
(ibid., p.242). The findings of the same authors (2004, pp.325-339) concerning the 
varieties of culture shock could prove to be of great value when recommending 
strategies for dealing with the cultural issues within ethnically mixed crews. 
Hofstede (1984) introduces four main dimensions along which dominant value 
systems of different countries can be ordered and which affect human thinking in 
predictable ways. He also emphasises on the need for a multidisciplinary approach in 
cross-cultural studies (ibid.). The same author (2001, p.425) recognises the crucial 
role of language in intercultural interactions. According to his teachings '[ t]he 
acquisition of intercultural communication abilities passes through three phases: 
awareness, knowledge, and skills' (ibid., p.427). The work of Gert Jan Hofstede et al. 
(2002) constitutes a further step forward in raising awareness of the concepts of 
intercultural communication, and in introducing methods for cross-cultural training. A 
collaboration of Geert Hofstede and his son Gert Jan Hofstede (2005) expands on the 
issues of culture shock, ethnocentrism, stereotyping, differences in language and 
humour, and other aspects of intercultural dynamics. The work introduces a fifth 
dimension in addition to the original four to reflect the 'combined values opposing an 
orientation on the future to an orientation on the past and present' (ibid., p.31). 
A comparative analysis of the influence of culture in other industries with very 
high safety standards could contribute with valuable lessons to the development of 
recommendations for dealing with cultural issues. In particular, the work of 
Helmreich and Merritt (1998) explores the effects of professional, national and 
organisational cultures on individual attitudes, values and team interaction in the 
aviation industry. The writers believe that there are several ways in which a 
multicultural organisation can promote safety (ibid., p.223). They argue that cultural 
awareness, flexibility, training, recruitment and 'best practices' approach to standards 
and procedures allow all employees to focus on the important outcomes and help 
avoid ethnocentric biases (ibid.). 
12 
Although the issues inherent to ethnically mixed crews have been identified and 
commented on in detail, very few authors discuss the advantages of multinational 
crewing. Horck (2005) seeks to provide awareness of seven possible benefits of 
mixed crewing. In addition, in the afore-mentioned study Kahveci et al. points out 
some unanticipated benefits, unrelated to direct crew costs, that ship manning 
companies enjoyed. The present paper aims to expand on the matter of usefulness of 
transnational crews. One important point of difference between this study and that of 
Kahveci et al. is the inclusion of data from MAIB reports as a secondary source of 
information in addition to the primary data from seafarers' thoughts and opinions. The 
analysis of this data illustrates the decrease in recent years of accidents caused by 
ethnic and cultural differences. Unlike previous studies the present investigation 
attempts to determine the most favourable crew composition in terms of overall 
number of nationalities on board. 
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SECTION 4 - MARINE ACCIDENT ANALYSIS 
4.1 Methodology 
The purpose of this analysis is to shed light on the relationship between the issues 
stemming from ethnic, cultural and language differences on one hand, and marine 
accidents on the other. The analysis includes data from accidents which: 
• occurred between 2000 and 2009 
• were the subject of an MAIB investigation 
• involved a merchant vessel of over 500 gt 
• involved ethnic, cultural and language differences as a contributory factor. 
Several factors influenced the use of the above criteria. Firstly, as the shipping 
industry is developing and changing very quickly with the introduction of new 
equipment and technologies on ships and the implementation of new legislation and 
regulations, the analysis covers only those accidents which occurred in the most 
recent period of 10 years. This is done due to considerations of relevance and 
applicability to issues of present interest. Secondly, the analysis was restricted to 
accidents which had been fully investigated by MAIB because of the detailed and 
accurate data included in the accident reports. Analysis of accident reports from other 
organisations such as the Australian Transport Safety Bureau and the Transport Safety 
Board of Canada were initially considered. However, these were excluded due to time 
constraints and no uniformity in methodology, form and contents of the reports. 
Thirdly, commercial vessels less than 500 gt, as well as fishing vessels and leisure 
craft, were excluded because of differences in the applicable regulations, training and 
manning principles, between these vessels and merchant vessels of more than 500 gt. 
Finally, as the purpose of this paper is to examine the effectiveness of multinational 
ship crews, the analysis covers accidents to which the issues inherent to ethnically 
mixed crews were a contributory factor. These issues include ethnic conflicts, cultural 
differences and communication difficulties. It should be noted, however, that the 
above-mentioned issues are not exclusive to crews of single nationality, too, as the 
findings of the analysis reveal. 
Similar methodology has been used by MAIB (2004a) in their Bridge 
Watchkeeping Safety Study. Different criteria have been applied to the database of 
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accidents investigated by MAIB in order to select those relevant to the aim of the 
present study. 
4.2 Findings 
4.2.1 Causes for accidents 
In all, 21 accidents involving 26 vessels have been identified using the criteria set 
out in the previous section. Brief description of the accidents, as well as other relevant 
information, is given in Annex I. Depending on their significance to the chain of 
events leading to a marine accident the issues ensuing from ethnic differences are 
considered to be either an immediate cause, an indirect cause or a minor contributor to 
the accident. The distribution of accidents by number and percentage under this 
classification is shown on Figure 1 and Figure 2, respectively. It can be seen from the 
graphs that only 2 of all 21 accidents were caused directly by ethnic, cultural or 
language issues. Furthermore, these issues had minor contribution in almost half 
(about 47%) of the accidents. For the purposes of the analysis immediate cause means 
that the accident would have been avoided, had the members of the crew or the bridge 
team been of the same ethnic background. Reversely, minor contribution means that 
even if the issues inherent to multinational crews had not been present, the accident 
would have occurred anyway but probably with less serious consequences or more 
effective emergency response. Therefore, it can be inferred that a good number of 
accidents could not have been avoided but were caused by other factors which are not 
the subject of this study. Nevertheless, a considerable number of accidents (9 out of 
21 or approximately 43%) were indirectly caused by ethnic, cultural or language 
issues and this fact presents a serious matter of concern. A successful identification of 
the relevant issues is necessary in order to develop strategies to mitigate or rectify 
them. Some of the issues and their real life application are illustrated by means of 
examples and case studies in Section 4.3 of this analysis. 
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Figure 2 - Distribution of accidents by percentage 
4.2.2 Types of accidents and vessels involved 
A breakdown of the accidents by type reveals that 10 out of all 21 accidents were 
collisions (see Figure 3). Moreover, the combined number of collisions and 
groundings accounts for 2/3 of all accidents. The rest incident types include fire on 
board (2 cases), parting of a mooring line leading to personal injury (2 cases), a close­
quarters situation, escape of hazardous gaseous substance and an accident when 
launching a lifeboat. A further breakdown of accident types according to the degree of 
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contribution of ethnic and cultural issues is shown on Figure 4 and Figure 5. It is clear 
that collision is the predominant type of accident in all cases. Except for the incidents 
with minor contribution of ethnic and cultural issues, all collisions were caused either 
by poor bridge teamwork or breakdown of communication between the master and the 
pilot. Collisions are practically the most dangerous type of accident, as they could 
lead to any or all of the following: material damage to ships, port facilities, aids to 
navigation; serious or fatal injuries; total loss of vessels; pollution of the environment. 
Therefore, the influence of ethnic and cultural differences on bridge teamwork and 
their potential to exacerbate the situation on board should not be underestimated. 
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Figure 6 shows the distribution of accidents according to vessel type.
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Figure 6 - Distribution of accidents according to vessel type 
It can be seen from the chart that most accidents happened on general cargo vessels 
and tankers (6 each). A breakdown only of collisions according to vessel type (see 
Figure 7) shows that all vessel types participating in the analysis were involved in a 
collision at least once. 
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4.2.3 Periodicity 
The accidents are unevenly distributed by year throughout the period defined in the 
Methodology section and, consequently, this distribution is not analysed. However, it 
is worth noting the proportional number of accidents in comparison with the 1990s 
decade. In his investigation of ethnic and cultural differences and their contribution to 
marine accidents Bokhari (2004) identified and analysed 35 accidents applying 
criteria similar to the ones used in the present study. The only difference is that 
Bokhari's analysis covers accidents which occurred between 1990 and 2004. Both 
investigations identify equal number of accidents (12) for the overlapping period from 
2000 to 2004. This means that according to Bokhari 23 marine accidents caused by 
ethnic or cultural differences (and investigated by MAIB) occurred during the period 
from 1990 to 1999. As it was mentioned above, the corresponding number for the 
period from 2000 to 2009 is 21. A strong indication of the diminishing contribution of 
ethnic and cultural differences to marine accidents is the ratio between the number of 
accidents analysed in this study and the total number of accidents investigated by 
MAIB. There are 192 accidents in the MAIB database satisfying the first three criteria 
set out in the Methodology section. 21 of these accidents involve ethnic or cultural 
differences as a contributory factor which constitutes a little less than 11%. In 
comparison, the corresponding number of accidents in the MAIB database for the 
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period 1990-1999 is 39, of which approximately 60% (23 accidents) involved ethnic 
or cultural differences as a contributory factor. It should be noted, however, that the 
database includes only those incidents which were fully investigated by MAIB. Due 
to its limited resources the Branch can only investigate a certain number of cases and 
the actual number of accidents is considerably bigger. 
4.2.4 The role of the pilot 
On six occasions there was a pilot present on board the vessel involved in an 
accident. The presence of pilots automatically makes them members of the bridge 
team and thus even a homogeneous crew can become mixed for the period of a 
berthing operation or passage of congested waters. Four of the vessels involved in an 
accident were manned by a single nationality crew but were included in the analysis 
due to the above consideration. The use of native language for communication by the 
crew isolates and excludes pilots from the bridge team as they cannot acknowledge 
that their instructions are understood and followed. In addition, on four occasions 
ethnic differences and cultural issues led to inappropriate initial information exchange 
and poor subsequent interchange between the master and the pilot which was a 
contributory factor to an accident. As virtually all ships require the services of a pilot 
(unless a Pilot Exemption Certificate is carried on board), employing a homogeneous 
crew gives no guarantee for preventing the occurrence of cultural, ethnic or 
communication issues. 
4.3 Case Studies 
Attilio Ievoli 
This is one of the two accidents identified in the analysis for which ethnic and cultural 
differences were an immediate cause. Attilio Ievoli was a double hulled chemical 
tanker which ran aground in the west Solent. Her crew of 16 were Italian, with the 
exception of a Russian chief officer and Ukrainian second officer, first engineer and 
fitter. Shortly before the incident the second officer (2/0) informed the master that the 
vessel was off the intended track. However, the master was using his mobile phone at 
the time and did not respond. The 2/0 did nothing further to bring the master's 
attention to the approaching problem. Language was not an issue, as both master and 
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second officer spoke adequate English. However, the contrast of cultures was 
significant. The 2/0's reluctance to challenge the master is thought to be a result of a 
combination of cultural differences and communications practice on board. Cross­
cultural factor contributed to the failure of this interaction. Research suggests that, on 
average, Eastern European cultures, such as that of the Ukraine, are higher on 'power 
distance' than is the Italian culture. That is, subordinates expect to show greater 
respect and deference to superiors and are more likely to expect to be led in the 
workplace. The apparently passive actions of the 2/0 are consistent with attitudes and 
beliefs found in higher power distance cultures and with comments made by the 
Russian chief officer that Eastern European crew members tend to await instruction 
before acting (MAIB 2005). 
Reno 
The chemical tanker Reno collided with the fishing vessel Ocean Rose while on 
passage from Teesport to Immingham. As a power-driven vessel, Reno was required 
to keep clear of Ocean Rose, but did not do so because her officer of the watch 
(OOW) had left the bridge and gone to his cabin. There was a Filipino able seaman 
(AB) present on the bridge of Reno. He realised that Ocean Rose was potentially a 
problem and tried to contact the OOW but unsuccessfully. Instead of alerting the 
master, the AB took avoiding action but could not prevent the collision. According to 
the findings of the MAIB accident report it is possible that the AB' s culture 
influenced his judgment. The experience of the ship managers was that the Filipino 
ratings were only comfortable working and reporting within a well-defined hierarchy. 
Within the bridge watch practice, the AB lookout would have been aware of his 
position with regard to the OOW. However, he might have felt uncomfortable to 
report the proximity of the fishing vessel and the absence of the OOW, directly to the 
master (MAIB 2004b). 
Sichem Melbourne 
The chemical/product carrier Sichem Melbourne sustained damage and damaged 
mooring structures as she departed her berth at Coryton Oil Refinery on the River 
Thames estuary. A pilot boarded the vessel to conduct her navigation during the 
departure. During the initial information exchange the pilot did not explain in detail 
his plan for the manoeuvre to the master, concerned that the latter may take any 
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further explanation as an insult to his professional competence. As a result there was 
an unspoken assumption between the master and the pilot that each knew what the 
other's intentions were. They each had a plan in their mind for taking the ship off her 
berth, but did not adequately share it with each other. The master understood that the 
pilot was ready to cast off the forward springs and hence communicated this, in 
Russian, to the forward mooring party. However, these instructions were not 
understood by the pilot and it was only after the event that he was aware the ship was 
no longer tethered to the jetty. This initiated a catalogue of events that culminated in 
heavy contact with mooring structures and a near miss with a tanker discharging on a 
neighbouring jetty (MAIB 2008). 
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SECTION 5 - ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS 
5.1 Analysis of Personal Information 
In all, 35 seafarers from 15 different countries have filled in the questionnaire. 
Their answers can be seen in the colour-coded Hybrid Model presented in Annex II. 
Figure 8 shows the breakdown of participants in the survey by country/nationality. 
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Figure 8 - Breakdown of participants by country 
It can be seen from the figure that there are participants from the three main 
manpower source regions: the Far East, the Indian sub-continent, and Eastern Europe. 
In addition, there are representatives of traditional maritime nations like the United 
Kingdom, the United States of America, Norway and Greece. The diversity of 
nationalities is beneficial to the present study, as it reflects the current status quo 
within the shipping industry in terms of manning. 
Questions from 1 to 5 in the survey have to do with personal information of the 
respondents. The scoring system used in the Hybrid Model allows for a quick 
interpretation of the data. A vertical score of 2.0 for Question 1 (Age) means that 
there is a good mix of respondents of different ages. The distribution of respondents 
by age is shown in Figure 9. 
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Figure 9 - Distribution of respondents by age group 
The high positive vertical score 18.0 for Question 2 (Rank) means that the majority of 
respondents are officers and engineers. As their opinion is of more value, this high 
score is beneficial to the study. Figure 10 shows the distribution of respondents by 
rank. 
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Figure 10 - Distribution of respondents by rank 
The high positive vertical scores for Questions 3, 4 and 5 mean that the respondents 
predominantly have more than 5 years experience at sea, and for most of the time 
worked in multinational crews with many different nationalities. It can be inferred 
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from the analysis hitherto that the data obtained from the respondents are relevant and 
consistent with the purpose of the present investigation. 
5.2 Analysis of Seafarers' Opinions 
)0>	 Question 6: Do you think that seamen from the same nationality/ethnic 
background work better as a team? 
The input from this question gives insight into the teamwork performance of 
seafarers. The distribution of answers is shown in Figure 11. The majority of 
respondents (14) think that seamen from the same nationality do not necessarily work 
better as a team. However, almost as many respondents (12) agree with the above 
statement. 
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Figure 11 - Distribution of answers to Question 6
 
)0> Question 7: What type ofcrew composition would you prefer to work in?
 
The input from this question could prove to be very useful when developing 
recommendations for optimising the performance of multinational crews. The 
distribution of answers is shown in Figure 12. 
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Figure 12 - Distribution of answers to Question 7 
It can be seen from the graph that the majority of respondents (12) have no 
preferences for the composition of the crew they work in. Almost the same number 
(11 and 10, respectively) would prefer to work in a bi-national crew or a crew of 3 or 
4 different nationalities. 
~	 Question 8: Do you agree with the statement that being in a multinational 
crew prevents you in any way from doing your professional duties? 
The responses to this question could give insight into the work effectiveness of 
ethnically mixed crews. The distribution of answers is shown in Figure 13. 
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Figure 13 - Distribution of answers to Question 8 
It can be seen from the graph that a vast majority of the respondents (22) do not think 
that being a member of a multinational crew prevents them in any way from doing 
their professional duties. 
~	 Question 9: Are there ethnic groups that you do not want to work with on a 
ship? & Question 10: Jfyes, what is the reason/or your answer? 
The input from these questions could be very valuable when developing strategies for 
mitigating and dealing with the issues inherent to crews of mixed nationality. Two 
thirds of the respondents have no problem working with any other nationality (see 
Figure 14). 
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Figure 14 - Distribution of answers to Question 9 
Those seafarers who do have a problem point out different reasons (respondents are 
allowed to choose more than one) for that. The distribution of their answers is given 
in Figure 15. 
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Figure 15 - Distribution of answers to Question 10 
Most respondents would not work with people from other nationalities due to 
political/historical differences. Apart from the reasons listed in the questionnaire, 
other reasons specified by participants include: cultural differences, way of thinking, 
work tactics, lack of professionalism, lack of experience, arrogant behaviour. 
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~	 Question 11: What do you think is the most serious problem of working in a 
multinational crew? 
The input from this question should be considered when developing recommendations 
for improving the performance of transnational ship crews. The distribution of 
answers is given in Figure 16. 
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Figure 16 - Distribution of answers to Question 11 
It can be seen from the graph that the majority of respondents (15) consider the 
communication difficulty as the main problem of working in a multinational crew. 
This is the most obvious disadvantage of mixed crews and, therefore, this answer is 
represented by the score of zero in the Hybrid Model. The second most preferred 
answer (12) is d) - different standards of training. The answers that are represented by 
negative values in the scoring system of the Hybrid Model are mistrust and social 
isolation. The reason for this is that these issues are more difficult to deal with. The 
best solution is to avoid creating preconditions for their rise in the first place. 
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5.3 Discussion of Findings 
5.3.1 Teamwork 
Although a third of the participants in the survey think that seamen from the same 
nationality work better as a team (Question 6), the occupational hierarchies formally 
observed aboard ships 'can cause problems and dangers regardless of the national 
make-up of the crew' (Kahveci et al. 2002, p.8). The loss of the MV Green Lily off the 
South East Shetland Isles with the associated death of a helicopter winchman, in 
1997, is illustrative. The vessel's master, chief engineer, second engineer, third 
engineer, chief officer and second officer, were all of the same nationality. 
Nevertheless, the MAIB accident report (MAIB 1999) suggested that junior officers 
were unwilling to challenge the decision of the master, to sail in very poor weather 
conditions, despite their unease and concern that he was making a potentially 
dangerous error of judgement. The report concluded that the master's autocratic style 
of management was a causal factor in the accident. As far as individual performance 
at work is concerned, more than two thirds of the participants in the survey do not 
think that being in a multinational crew has a negative bearing in that respect 
(Question 8). 
5.3.2 Crew composition 
The shipboard research of Kahveci et al. (2002, p.ll) strongly suggests that mixed 
nationality crews work best when crew complements are made up of more than three 
nationalities. According to the project findings co-operation and integration increased 
amongst ethnically mixed crews as the number of nationalities aboard increased. 
Amongst crews composed of four or more nationalities there were higher levels of 
blending and better collaboration, than amongst crews with two or three nationalities 
(ibid.). At the same time, it was noted that where crews were composed of fewer 
nationalities spatial divisions were 'reinterpreted' and occupational hierarchies tended 
to be 're-aligned' to synchronise with differences of nationality. Thus aboard one ship 
everyone beneath the rank of second officer and chief engineer was considered as a 
'rating' and denied access to officer facilities, because they belonged to the same 
nationality. Aboard a different vessel, everybody from fitter upwards was given 
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access to officer facilities on similar grounds of nationality (ibid.). In addition, 
problems relating to developments in shipping, smaller crews, shorter stays on port 
and more administrative work may be exacerbated for some seafarers by the fact that 
they are in a national minority (Knudsen 2004, p.l05). The research of Knudsen 
(2004) reveals that such undesired phenomena are not common in crews with four or 
more nationalities since 'there are no majorities and minorities and nobody to claim 
ownership of the shipboard culture'. On the other hand, the data gathered by the UK 
P&I Club (1999) indicate broad agreement with the view that multi-racial crews 
should be replaced by bi-national crews, and that the officers should be all of one 
nation and the ratings likewise. The latter condition would ensure avoidance of the 
unfavourable hierarchy re-arrangement practices described above. Furthermore, the 
bi-national crew make-up is the most popular model in comparison with other 
crewing patterns involving 3, 4, 5 or more nationalities (Kahveci et al. 2002, p.6). The 
results from the present survey (Question 7) do not give an explicit answer as to the 
number of nationalities in a crew, as well (see Figure 12). However, the fact that only 
two respondents prefer to work in a homogeneous crew, and the majority of 
respondents have no specific preferences as to the crew national make-up, reveals the 
general acceptance of multinational ship manning within the seafarer community. The 
shipping industry can only benefit from this convergence of attitudes and increased 
levels of tolerance. 
5.3.3 Reasons for conflicts 
The most common reason for the respondents' unwillingness to work with 
representatives of other nations is political/historical differences (Questions 9 and 10). 
These differences should be taken under serious consideration by managers in 
manning agencies when making up ship complements. Otherwise, undesired personal 
conflicts could arise and these have the potential to disrupt the routine ship operations. 
According to the findings of the MARCOM Project (1999, p.70) the following 
nationalities are not compatible on ships: 
• Chinese and Filipino 
• Indians and Arabs 
• Croats and Serbians 
• Indians and Filipinos 
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• Indians and Italians 
• Japanese and Filipino 
• Japanese and Indian 
• Korean and Filipino. 
It should be noted, however, that such generalisations are subjective as individual 
behaviour is not strictly dictated by race and nationality. Nevertheless, ill-timed and 
inappropriate discussion of sensitive political or historical issues can inflame negative 
passions in absolutely every individual when their national pride and dignity are 
offended. 
Another issue which makes seafarers reluctant to work with people of other 
nationalities is communication difficulty. The most common form of communication 
problems are language barrier and raising of voice when giving orders. The latter has 
been identified as a particularly sensitive issue for Filipino crew when working with 
Japanese, Korean and Greek superiors (Philippine National Maritime Polytechnic 
2002). This raising of voice could be explained by culture or by influences from 
distinctive features of the mother tongue. However, Filipinos perceive it to be caused 
by superiority complex. The Filipino crew members being shouted at suffer a loss of 
face especially when it is done in the presence of other people. This leads to 
disturbance of interpersonal relationships (ibid.). The afore-mentioned incompatibility 
between Korean or Japanese crew on one hand, and Filipinos on the other, could be 
explained partly by these communication issues. Language barrier problems are 
further discusses in Section 5.3.6 below. 
Although faith and religion are undoubtedly strong amongst many seafarers, the 
research of Kahveci et al. (2002, p.l?) revealed that religious practices and traditions 
were followed in private and 'on no occasion were religious differences observed to 
be the basis of conflicts or arguments', despite being the subject of discussion at 
times. The results from the survey in the present study reveal a similar trend with only 
one respondent citing religious differences as a reason for unwillingness to work with 
foreigners. The only regrettable practice found by Kahveci et al. (2002) was that some 
religious holidays were not observed, or even acknowledged, on board while the 
festivals of other cultures were. 
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5.3.4 Attitude issues 
Problems related to attitude aboard ships include arrogance, lack of trust, 
superiority complex, stereotyping, discrimination and racial prejudice. Although 
issues of this nature are not given big importance by the survey participants 
(Questions 10 and 11), their influence on work and social relationships on board ships 
should not be underestimated. Despite the low levels of racism reported by seafarers 
in his study, Kahveci et al. (2002, p.12) points out some worrying examples of 
discrimination by white officers towards both officers and ratings of other ethnicity, 
and of racial prejudice amongst ratings to crewmembers of certain nationalities. Such 
attitudes and practices are highly divisive and are unhelpful in maintaining reasonable 
work and social environment on ships (ibid.). Evidence suggests that ethnic divisions 
are most prevalent aboard vessels with seafarers from only two or three nations. 
Where crews are more ethnically diverse discrimination and racial prejudice appear to 
diminish (ibid.). 
Superiority complex could also undermine interpersonal relationships and thence 
the efficiency of teamwork. In particular, Filipino seafarers point out superiority 
complex as one of the main attitude-related problems they encounter when working in 
a multinational crew (Philippine National Maritime Polytechnic 2002). The complex 
manifests itself in ethnocentric attitude and arrogant behaviour of certain seafarers 
and could be attributed to the following: 1) they think that they know more about the 
job than their counterparts from other nations; 2) they are better off economically; and 
3) the owner or principal of the vessel is from their own country (ibid.). The latter is 
very common in the shipping industry. In order to ensure better protection of their 
interests, ship owners often appoint on their ships a master and sometimes senior 
officers from their country. 
As far as the lack of trust is concerned, it is closely related and influenced by 
stereotypical attitudes. According to Hinton (2000) a stereotype has essentially three 
important components. First, there is a group of people identified by a specific 
characteristic, which could be anything from nationality, ethnicity, gender or 
occupation. By identifying the group on this characteristic it is possible to distinguish 
it from other groups. Second, a set of additional characteristics is attributed to the 
group as a whole. These characteristics are usually associated with personality but 
could be physical features as well. What is important is the attribution of these 
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additional characteristics to all members of the group. And finally, on identifying one 
person as having these characteristics, a stereotype is attributed to him or her. 
Stereotyping is then the process of ascribing features to people on the basis of their 
group membership. 0streng (2001, p.8) argues that conflicts or tension among sailors 
from different national, cultural and ethnic groups caused by negative stereotyping 
can be reduced by intergroup contact. However, a potentially important factor in 
ethnic contact situations, namely the attitude of the interacting individuals toward 
ethnic contact, has been almost completely ignored by researchers (ibid., p.9). 
Furthermore, the intergroup contact aboard ships is highly task-oriented and this does 
not encourage the breakdown of stereotypes. 
5.3.5 Social isolation 
The data from the survey suggest that seafarers do not attach great importance to 
social isolation (Question 11). However, the communication issues which respondents 
predominantly cite as the main problem of working in a multinational crew (see 
Section 5.3.6), may promote alienation and solitude amongst seafarers. In the context 
of declining crewing levels the effect of social isolation, and the importance of 
effective communication in minimising such isolation within mixed nationality crews, 
increasingly requires attention. 
There are three fundamental factors that are determinative for each person's 
behaviour when working in a group or organisation, namely organisational 
socialisation, perception and motivation. Organisational socialisation is a process of 
learning and applying the norms, values and rules of the organisation. It occurs on two 
levels - formal and informal (Stoyanov 2005, p.l4). Taking into account the working 
conditions at sea and in a multinational environment it is more difficult to achieve 
organisational socialisation on both levels. The formal level of socialisation is 
associated with the on-board training of a new crew member which requires due 
attention and good intellectual abilities. The informal level refers to the relations with 
the older members of the organisation and the adoption of the established norms and 
traditions (ibid.). Every new member of a given crew needs at least a month or two in 
order to adapt to the ship's cycle of work and if the crew is of mixed nationality, this 
period of time could be even longer. Unsuccessful organisational socialisation gives 
rise to a number of detrimental and undesired effects such as aggressiveness, 
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interpersonal conflicts, failure to carry out official duties, and its ultimate form is the 
leaving of the organization (Ivancevich and Matteson 1990). Successful socialisation 
on an informal level depends to a great extend on the group among which the 
individual falls and the established relations within the group. As far as the formal 
level is concerned, additional efforts during the on-board training and familiarisation 
stage need to be made. The personality of the individual plays an important role as 
well. If the crew member is friendly and communicative, the socialisation process will 
be completed much more easily. If he or she has a clear idea about the conditions to 
be encountered and is willing to accept the requirements of the organisation, it will be 
easier to overcome the shock that occurs when the prior expectations do not concur 
with the real situation. 
An individual's behaviour in an organisation is considerably influenced by 
perception. Perception is a process of selection and interpretation of the information 
provided by the senses in order to understand the surrounding world (Stoyanov 2005, 
p.17). When it comes to working in an ethnically mixed crew perception and the 
special features inherent to it are of great importance for setting up interpersonal 
relations and individuals' expectations. 
An individual's behaviour in an organisation also depends on hislher motivation. 
Motivation is a process of creating internal stimuli that direct a person's actions in 
order to satisfy his or her needs (ibid., p.21). When a given need is satisfied it ceases 
to be determinant for an individual's motivation. Human needs are highly varied in 
their nature. There are different theories for their classification and categorisation. 
The most widely spread is the theory of the American psychologist Abraham Maslow 
(2000) according to which human needs can be classified into five hierarchical levels. 
A person does not feel the second need until the demands of the first have been 
satisfied, nor the third until the second has been satisfied, and so on. Bearing in mind 
the hard living and working conditions at sea, satisfying the needs of the first two 
levels is associated with many difficulties. The needs of the higher three classes, in 
tum, could be satisfied only through the process of integration and communication 
with the other members of the group. It is clear that in an ethnically mixed group as a 
result of language barriers and cultural and other differences this process is not 
smooth which has a negative effect on meeting the needs of higher levels. Unsatisfied 
needs have harmful consequences for the physiological and mental condition of 
individuals. 
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A ship's crew is a small formal contact group and as such it has all the problems 
and features inherent to the existence and development of groups. Working in a 
multinational crew entails many problems for the group as a whole. Firstly, increased 
duration of the group development phases is observed. This applies to a greater extent 
for the first two phases, namely orientation and settling of internal issues (Stoyanov 
2005, pp.31-33). The reasons for this could be different mental programming, 
different views as to how to behave in the presence of others, limited interaction and 
communication, different standards of training, among others. In order to cope with 
this problem it is necessary to appoint capable, experienced, strong-minded and 
energetic leaders who should stimulate communication, take an active part in the 
settling of conflicts, and not hesitate to apply drastic measures when necessary. In 
support of this statement, the findings of Kahveci et al. (2002, pp.12) reveal that the 
single most important factor influencing the happiness experienced on board is the 
approach and attitude of the master. Where masters encouraged parties or sports 
tournaments, social integration appeared to thrive. Reversely, where masters were 
reluctant to promote such activities seafarers tended to withdraw to their separate 
cabins and mixed little with their colleagues (ibid., pp.12-13). 
Apart from the above-mentioned phases, the characteristics of the group mentality 
in a crew of mixed nationality are also negatively affected. It is possible to experience 
unfavourable social climate, as well as unclear definition of the group norms (which 
in tum makes observing them difficult) and lack of group opinion. Solving such issues 
requires not only active involvement on the part of the leader, but also taking certain 
social responsibilities and proneness to compromises on the part of the crew 
members. In order to avoid unnecessary waste of group efforts and energy in 
interpersonal conflicts, the International Maritime Organisation (lMO) recommends 
that members of ethnically mixed crews abstain from any conversations about: 1) 
culture and religion; 2) history and politics; 3) remuneration. Disputes and 
disagreement on these issues are the most common reason for interpersonal conflicts 
on board ships. 
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5.3.6 Language and communication 
Almost half of the participants in the present survey cited communication 
difficulties as the main problem of working in a multinational crew. In any situation 
and aboard any ship safe working practices depend, in part, on adequate 
communication between crewmembers. The fact that interactions vital for the safe 
operation of a ship may be between crewmembers from different countries not 
speaking the same language, requires the use of a common working language on 
board. In most cases that language is English but there are instances where some 
crewmembers have a basic command of the language of the dominant nationality on 
board. Apart from its use in professional context, communication has a very 
significant role in seafarers' personal life in that it allows them to establish and 
importantly to sustain contact across cultural and ethnic divisions, forming social as 
well as working relationships (Kahveci et al. 2002, p.16). Therefore, ineffective ship 
operation could be attributed to a certain degree to ineffective on-board 
communication. That is why the need for adequate communication competence 
cannot be overemphasised. Maritime communication competence includes linguistic 
competence and cross-cultural competence (Wang and Gu 2005). The reason why 
communication continues to be an issue on ships despite the adoption of Standard 
Marine Communication Phrases (SMCP) and the incorporation of maritime English 
into the teaching curriculum of maritime training institutions, is the inadequate 
attention given to the cross-cultural aspect of communication at the expense of the 
linguistic aspect. Linguistic incompetence manifests itself in a language barrier. In 
addition, the communication process involves cross-cultural barriers such as anxiety, 
assuming similarity instead of difference, ethnocentrism, stereotypes and prejudice, 
nonverbal misinterpretations and language (Jandt 2001, p.Sl). Furthermore, the 
conditions aboard ships, the environment in which work takes place, and the 
equipment which has to be used for communication all increase the risk of 
misunderstandings whilst carrying out professional duties whatever language is being 
used and regardless of the linguistic competence of seafarers (Kahveci et al. 2002, 
p.1S). 
The need for clear verbal communications between parties in the commercial 
marine environment is multi-faceted. Apart from problems relating to everyday 
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communication, Pyne and Koester (2005) identify several more categories of 
communication issues: 
problems related to different cultures/languages among crew and pilot; 
problems related to different cultures/languages with respect to external VHF 
communication with other vessels; 
problems related to different cultures/languages with respect to external 
communication with Vessel Traffic Service (VTS) stations; 
problems related to different cultures/languages with respect to crew 
interaction with equipment or procedures. 
Some of these issues have already been discussed in Section 4. 
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SECTION 6 - CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
 
6.1 Conclusions 
The present study attempted to prove that ethnically mixed crews are a cost-effective 
solution to the manning issues of the shipping industry. The survey of seafarers' 
thoughts and opinions revealed that there are positive and negative aspects of 
multinational crewing just as there are examples of positive and negative findings in 
the literature. Unfortunately the limited resources available did not allow for a more 
comprehensive research of a larger seafarer population. However, the predominant 
view within the survey sample was that being in a multinational crew does not prevent 
seafarers from carrying out their professional duties. Moreover, the analysis of 
accidents to which ethnic and cultural differences were a contributory factor revealed 
the diminishing influence of these differences on ship operations. The main findings 
of the survey and the analysis of marine accidents are summarised below: 
•	 Almost half of the analysed accidents involving ethnic or cultural issues could 
not have been avoided even if the ship's crew had been of single nationality 
[Section 4.2.1]. 
•	 Two thirds (2/3) of all analysed accidents were either a collision or a 
grounding [Section 4.2.2]. 
•	 Approximately 11 % of all merchant vessel accidents investigated by MAIB 
between 2000 and 2009 involved ethnic or cultural issues as a contributory 
factor. In comparison, the corresponding number for the period between 1990 
and 1999 is 60% [Section 4.2.3]. 
•	 Employing a homogeneous crew gives no guarantee for preventing the 
occurrence of cultural, ethnic or communication issues [Section 4.2.4]. 
•	 Seamen from the same ethnic background do not necessarily work better as a 
team [Section 5.3.1]. 
•	 Being in a multinational crew does not interfere with the professional 
performance of seafarers [Section 5.3.1]. 
•	 There is no unanimous opinion both in the literature and amongst seafarers as 
to the optimal composition of ship crews in terms of number of nationalities 
on board. However, there is general acceptance that multinational crews are an 
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irrevocable part of the current state of affairs in the shipping industry [Section 
5.3.2]. 
•	 Political or historical issues are the most common reason for seafarers' 
unwillingness to work with representatives of other nations [Section 5.3.3]. 
•	 With a few exceptions religious differences were not found to be a serious 
matter of concern on board ships [Section 5.3.3]. 
•	 Problems related to attitude such as arrogance, lack of trust, superiority 
complex, stereotyping, discrimination and racial prejudice are generally not 
given big importance by the participants in the survey. However, their 
influence on work and social relationships on board should not be 
underestimated [Section 5.3.4]. 
•	 The participants in the survey did not attach great importance to social 
isolation alone but its negative influences could be triggered be the 
communication difficulties which are much more common in a multinational 
crew [Section 5.3.5]. 
•	 Communication is vital for effective operation of ships and normal working 
and social relationships on board. However, the efforts to improve 
communication in multinational crews are not equal to the task because the 
linguistic aspect of communication competence is given more attention at the 
expense of the cross-cultural aspect [Section 5.3.6]. 
The above findings show that multinational crews are effective in terms of teamwork 
and the safety record of ships manned by ethnically mixed crews is in no way worse 
than that of ships manned by homogeneous crews. Moreover, crews of single 
nationality are not immune to ethnic and cultural issues in the context of a globalised 
shipping industry. Bearing in mind that it is much more convenient for manning 
agencies to recruit readily available and cheap manpower from a number of 
developing countries, it can be concluded that the findings of the present investigation 
are in support of the hypothesis that multinational crews are a cost-effective solution 
to the manning issues of the shipping industry. 
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6.2 Recommendations 
Based on the findings of the study, a number of recommendations have been 
developed. These are addressed to the different stakeholders involved in the maritime 
industry, as follows: 
6.2.1 Training institutions 
The findings of the investigation suggest that there is room for improvement in the 
field of maritime communication. So far the efforts in this area have been 
concentrated on improving the English language competence of seafarers. However, 
communication does not just depend on a technical grasp of a language but also relies 
on an ability to penetrate accents and to understand new and particular forms of 
English used by non-native speakers (Butler 1999). Therefore, naval academies, 
maritime universities and other nautical institutions should provide for training in 
cross-cultural competence for the future seafarers. However, inclusion of such 
training in the curriculum would require revision of the STeW convention and other 
international legislation. This process could take years and currently the issue is not 
even in the agenda, with other hot topics such as piracy making the headlines. For that 
reason maritime training institutions should find alternative ways to raise cultural 
awareness. One possible solution is to introduce foreign exchange programmes for 
students at nautical colleges. Similar initiatives are very popular with other education 
institutions and their implementation should not present a problem. Foreign exchange 
programmes would ensure improvement of both language competence and cultural 
awareness of students who undertake them. 
6.2.2 Manning agencies 
The results from the survey revealed that political, historical and other differences 
could be a factor which negatively affects multinational crews. Therefore manning 
agencies should review and revise their recruitment and selection policies taking into 
consideration the nationalities that might not work well together on board vessels. If 
people practicing different religions are employed on the same ship, it is 
recommended that the religious holidays of all cultures present on board are 
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acknowledged and observed. The introduction of pre-departure orientation seminars 
focusing on the cultural diversity of the crew on the ship to be embarked would 
promote positive expectations and attitudes to seafarers and ensure better cooperation 
with their future colleagues. 
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Annex I - Summary of Analysed Accidents 
No. Report NO.1 Year Accident Type 
Contribution of ethnic 
and cultural 
differences 
Brief Description 
1 32/2000 collision indirect cause 
Collision of a refridgerated cargo vessel with a light tower caused 
by the master's inappropriate helm orders. Cultural and ethnic 
differences contributed to poor bridge teamwork. 
2 112001 
parting of a 
mooring line I 
personal injury 
indirect cause 
Parting of mooring line on a tanker while berthing caused by 
misinterpretation of pilot's instructions due to breakdown of 
communication. The crew was homogenous and communicated in 
their native language thus isolating the pilot. 
3 30/2001 collision indirect cause 
Collision between a bulk carrier and a shuttle tanker caused by 
inappropriate actions of the former's pilot. Cultural differences and 
language difficulties contributed to poor master and pilot 
relationship and information interchange. 
4 33/2002 grounding minor contribution 
Grounding of a motor pleasure yacht used for training of cadets 
caused by the master's inappropriate actions. Ethnic and language 
differences contributed to poor communication between the master 
and the cadets who were aware of the dangerous navigational 
situation. 
5 41/2002 
accident when 
launching a 
lifeboat 
minor contribution 
Sudden failure of lifeboat releasing equipment while testing caused 
by poor maintenance. The maintenance instructions were not 
written in the ship's working language. 
6 28/2002 fire on board minor contribution Fire in the accommodation area of a general cargo vessel. Language difficulties hampered the emergency response effort. 
7 39/2002 collision minor contribution 
Collision between a ro-ro ferry and a jetty caused by inappropriate 
actions on the part of the master. Language issues left the pilot 
with the impression that the master has performed the particular 
manoeuvre many times which was not the case. 
8 812003 collision minor contribution 
General cargo vessel striking a railway bridge. Language issues led 
to misunderstandings, poor communication between crew members 
and errors during routine ship operations. 
9 12/2004 
parting of a 
mooring line 1 
personal injury 
minor contribution 
Parting of a mooring line on a ro-ro cargo vessel while berthing. 
The majority of the crew used their native language for 
communication thus hampering the master's situational awareness. 
10 10/2004 near miss indirect cause 
Close quarters situation between a general cargo vessel and an 
aBO carrier caused by failure of the give way vessel to take early 
and substantial action due to fatigue of her OOW. Language issues 
restricted the flexibility of the crew and thus the possibility of the 
officers to have proper rest. 
11 13/2004 collision indirect cause 
Collision between a chemical tanker and a fishing vessel caused by 
failure of the give way vessel to take early and substantial action 
due to absence of her OOW from the bridge. Cultural issues 
prevented the dedicated lookout from reporting the OOW's 
unprofessionalism to the master. 
12 11/2004 collision minor contribution 
Contact of a general cargo vessel with a buoy caused by 
inappropriate actions of the vessel's OOW. Cultural issues led to 
underutilisation of ABs as additional lookouts. 
13 2/2005 grounding immediate cause Grounding of a chemical tanker caused by poor bridge team 
management. Cultural differences led to poor bridge teamwork. 
14 4/2005 
escape of 
hazardous 
gaseous 
substance 
minor contribution 
Escape of Vinyl Chloride Monomer from a cargo tank of a gas 
carrier during inspection caused by poor management of ship 
operations. Language issues contributed to poor communications 
between ship and shore personnel. 
15 17/2005 collision indirect cause 
Collision of two container vessels caused by failure of both 
watchkeepers to take early action. Culture and language issues 
contributed to poor bridge teamwork on one of the vessels. 
16 23/2005 collision indirect cause 
Collision of a general cargo vessel with a light tower caused by 
both pilot's and master's inappropriate actions. Ethnic and cultural 
differences contributed to poor communication between the master 
and the pilot. 
17 18/2005 grounding indirect cause 
Grounding of a product tanker caused by inappropriate actions of 
the master. The crew was homogenous and communicated in their 
native language which led to inadequate communication and 
teamwork between the bridae personnel and the pilot. 
18 15/2007 fire on board minor contribution 
Machinery breakdown and subsequent fire on board a container 
ship. Difficulties with language and poor communication contributed 
to a lack of leadership in controlling the machinery breakdown and 
fighting the fire. 
19 18/2008 collision immediate cause 
Heavy contact of a chemical/product carrier with mooring structures 
during unberthing caused by failure to exchange an appropriate 
level of information between the master and the pilot. The crew 
used a common language for communication different from English 
thus excludina the oilot from the brldqe team. 
20 10/2009 collision indirect cause 
Collision between a general cargo vessel and a bulk carrier caused 
by failure to maintain a proper lookout and complacency of both 
OOWs. The designated lookout on the general cargo vessel had 
detected the bulk carrier but culture and language issues 
contributed to poor communication between him and the 
watchkeeper. 
21 5/2009 
electrical 
blackout / 
grounding 
minor contribution 
Electrical blackout on board a ro-ro cargo vessel and subsequent 
grounding. Language issues and cultural differences contributed to 
poor communication in the engine room and impeded the crew's 
effort to control the situation. 
Annex II - Questionnaire Format 
WORKING IN A MULTINATIONAL CREW 
The purpose ofthis questionnaire is to collect opinions and impressions ofseafarers
 
with regard to working in a multinational crew.
 
This is a personal research and is not carried out on behalfofany organisation or
 
official body. Your reply will be read only by myselfand treated confidentially in any
 
reporting ofthe work.
 
When going through the questionnaire, please cross or circle the letter corresponding
 
to your answer or write the letter in the brackets on the right-hand side ofthe page.
 
Sometimes you are asked to put a tick in the box(es) corresponding to your answer
 
and/or write your answer in the space provided.
 
Nationality: Gender: Male / Female 
1. How old are you? 
A) under 25 B) 26-30 C) 31-40 D) 41-50 E) 51 or older 
( ) 
2. What is your rank? ( ) 
A) member of catering department 
B) rating - engine department 
C) rating - deck department 
D) officer - engine department 
E) officer - deck department 
3. How much experience at sea do you have?	 ( ) 
A) less than 1 year 
B) 1-5 years 
C) 6-10 years 
D) 11-15 years 
E) more than 15 years 
4. What part of your sea service have you spent as a member of a multinational crew? 
( ) 
A) very little or none B) some C) less than half D) the better part E) all 
5. How many nationalities other than your own have you worked with?	 ( ) 
A) None B) 1 C) 2-3 D) 4-5 E) 6 or more 
6. Do you think that seamen from the same nationality/ethnic background work better 
as a team?	 ( ) 
A) Yes B) Maybe C) Do not know D) Not necessarily E) No 
7. What type of crew composition would you prefer to work in? ( ) 
A) single nationality 
B) 2 nationalities 
C) Does not matter. 
D) 3 or 4 nationalities 
E) 5 or more nationalities 
51 
8. Do you agree with the statement that being in a multinational crew prevents you in 
any way from doing your professional duties? ( ) 
A) Strongly agree 
B) Agree 
C) Do not know 
D) Disagree 
E) Strongly disagree 
9. Are there ethnic groups that you do not want to work with on a ship?	 ( ) 
A) Yes 
B) No 
Ifyour answer was "Yes ", please go to Question 10. Ifyour answer was "No ", please 
proceed to question 11. 
1O. What is the reason for your answer? Please tick the relevant box(es). 
[] Politicallhistorical differences 
[] Religious differences 
[] Bad experience 
[I Communication difficulties 
~ Other (please specify) _ 
Please go to the next question. 
11. What do you think is the most serious problem of working in a multinational 
crew?	 () 
A) Mistrust 
B) Social isolation 
C) Communication difficulty 
D) Different standards of training 
E) Other (please specify) _ 
12. What type(s) of ship have you worked on? Please tick the relevant box(es). 
o General cargo 0 Car carrier 
[] Container 0 Ro-Ro/Ferry 
o Tanker [] Offshore vessel 
o Dry bulk [] Cruise ship 
o Other (please specify) _ 
That was the last question. Thank you for your time and co-operation. 
Ifyou have any other comments that you think might help this survey, please share 
them in the space provided below. 
Additional comments: 
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Annex III - Hybrid Model
No. Nationality Sex 010 011 012 Horizontal ScoreGC C T BC CC RO OFF CR OTH
1 BG M x x 3.5
2 NOR M x x x x 5.0
3 UK M x x 4.0
4 INO M x x x 5.5
5 GR M x -2.5
6 GR M x -4.0
7 US M x x x x x x 5.5
8 BG M x x 1.0
9 BG M OTH (Arro ant behaviour) x x -1.0
10 INO M x 1.5
11 BG M PO; BE x -1.5
12 BO M x x 1.5
13 INO M x 3.5
14 INO M CO x -6.0
15 INO M PO x -0.5
16 INO M CO x -1.5
17 PHL M x 2.0
18 RUS M x 4.5
19 BG M x x x x x 6.5
20 CAN M x x 4.5
21 PAK M PO x x -0.5
22 PAK M RO x x -1.5
23 POR M 3.5x x x x
24 UK M BE x x x -1.5
25 UK M x x x x 4.5
26 IT M x x x 4.0
27 IT M x x 1.0
28 PHL M x x x x 4.5
29 PHL M x x x 3.5
30 PHL M x x 1.0
31 RUS M x x x x 8.0
32 UKR M x x x x x 7.0
33 BO M PO, BE x x x x 5.0
34 POL M PO x x x x 4.0
35 POL M x x 4.5
Vertical Score 4.0 78.5
Key to Nationality
BO Bangladesh PHL Philippines
BG Bulgaria POL Poland
CAN Canada POR Portugal
GR Greece RUS Russia
INO India UK United Kingdom
IT Italy UKR Ukraine
NOR Norway US United States of America
PAK Pakistan
Key to Question 12
GC General cargo ship
C Container ship
T Tanker
BC Bulk carrier
CC Car carrier
RO Ro-Ro/Ferry
OFF Offshore vessel
CR Cruise ship
OTH Other
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Key to Question 10
PO Political/historical differences
RO Religious differences
BE Bad experience
CD Communication difficulties
OTH Other
Key to Colours
a
b
c
d
e
Annex IV - Scoring of Answers 
No. N'ty Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 QS Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 Q12 Horizontal 
Score 
1 BG 0.0 1.0 -0.5 -0.5 1.0 0.5 0.5 0.5 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.5 
2 NOR 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.5 1.0 0.5 -0.5 0.5 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 5.0 
3 UK 1.0 1.0 -0.5 1.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 0.0 -0.5 0.0 4.0 
4 INO -0.5 1.0 0.5 1.0 1.0 -1.0 0.5 0.5 1.0 0.0 0.5 1.0 5.5 
5 GR -0.5 1.0 -0.5 1.0 0.0 -1.0 0.0 0.5 -1.0 -2.0 0.0 0.0 -2.5 
6 GR -1.0 1.0 -0.5 -1.0 -1.0 0.5 -1.0 0.5 -1.0 -1.0 0.5 0.0 -4.0 
7 US 1.0 -0.5 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 5.5 
8 BG -1.0 1.0 -1.0 0.5 -0.5 0.5 0.5 1.0 1.0 0.0 -1.0 0.0 1.0 
9 BG -0.5 1.0 -0.5 1.0 0.5 -0.5 -0.5 -0.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.5 0.0 -1.0 
10 INO 0.0 0.5 0.0 1.0 0.5 -1.0 -0.5 -0.5 1.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 1.5 
11 BG -1.0 1.0 -1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 -0.5 0.5 -1.0 -1.0 0.5 0.0 -1.5 
12 BO 0.0 1.0 -0.5 0.5 0.0 -1.0 0.0 0.5 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.5 
13 INO -1.0 1.0 -0.5 1.0 -0.5 1.0 0.5 0.5 1.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 3.5 
14 INO -0.5 -1.0 0.0 -1.0 -0.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.0 -6.0 
15 INO 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 1.0 -1.0 0.5 0.5 -1.0 -0.5 -0.5 0.0 -0.5 
16 INO 1.0 0.0 1.0 -0.5 0.0 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.0 -1.5 
17 FIL 0.0 -0.5 -0.5 1.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 
18 RUS 1.0 0.5 1.0 1.0 0.0 -1.0 0.5 -0.5 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 4.5 
19 BG 1.0 0.5 1.0 0.5 0.5 1.0 -0.5 0.5 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 6.5 
20 CAN 0.0 1.0 0.5 0.5 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 4.5 
21 PAK -0.5 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.5 -0.5 -0.5 -1.0 -1.0 -0.5 1.0 0.0 -0.5 
22 PAK 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.5 -0.5 0.0 -1.0 -0.5 0.5 0.0 -1.5 
23 POR 0.5 0.0 1.0 0.5 1.0 -1.0 -1.0 0.5 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 3.5 
24 UK 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.5 0.5 -1.0 0.0 -0.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.5 -1.0 -1.5 
25 UK 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 1.0 -1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.5 1.0 4.5 
26 IT 0.5 1.0 1.0 0.5 1.0 -1.0 -0.5 -0.5 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 4.0 
27 IT 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.5 0.5 1.0 0.0 -0.5 0.0 1.0 
28 FIL 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 1.0 0.0 -0.5 1.0 4.5 
29 FIL 0.0 -0.5 0.0 1.0 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 1.0 0.0 -1.0 1.0 3.5 
30 FIL -0.5 -1.0 -0.5 1.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 
31 RUS 0.5 1.0 0.5 0.5 1.0 1.0 0.5 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 8.0 
32 UKR 1.0 0.5 1.0 0.5 1.0 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 7.0 
33 BO 0.5 1.0 1.0 1.0 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 -1.0 -1.0 0.5 1.0 5.0 
34 POL 0.5 0.0 1.0 0.5 1.0 1.0 0.0 0.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 1.0 4.0 
35 POL 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 4.5 
Vertical 
Score 2.0 18.0 5.0 17.0 13.0 -1.5 -2.5 9.5 11.0 -9.0 4.0 12.0 78.5 
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